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REMARKS 

Reconsideration of this application, in view of the foregoing amendment and the 
following remarks, is respectfully requested. 

Claims 1-39 were originally presented for consideration in this application. No 
claims have been canceled or added. Accordingly, claims 1-39 are currently pending in 
this application. 

The following rejections and objections were set forth in the Office Action: 

1. The specification is objected to for failure to include filing dates and 
serial nos. of related applications; 

2. Claims 1 and 4 stand rejected under 35 USC §i02(e) as being anticipated 
by U.S. Published Application No. 2003/0192708 to Koehler, et al.; 

3. Claims 11 and 15 stand rejected under 35 USC §i02(b) as being 
anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,332,787 to Barlow, et al.; 

4. Claims 5, 6, 9, 30, 31, 36, 37 and 39 stand rejected under 35 USC §103 
as being unpatentable over Koehler in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,684,950 to Patel; 

5. Claims 7 and 32-34 stand rejected under 35 USC §103 as being 
unpatentable over Koehler in view of Patel and U.S. Published Application No. 
2002/0125008 to Wetzel et al.; 

6. Claim 10 stands rejected under 35 USC §103 as being unpatentable over 
Koehler in view of Wetzel; 

7. Claims 19-22, 24 and 25 stand rejected under 35 USC §103 as being 
unpatentable over Wetzel in view of Koehler; and 

8. Claim 23 stands rejected under 35 USC §103 as being unpatentable over 
Wetzel in view of Koehler and Patel. 
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By the foregoing amendment, the following actions have been taken in response 
to these rejections and objections: 

1. The specification has been revised to incorporate the serial nos. and 
filing dates of the related applications; and 

2. Claim 11 has been revised to more clearly specify an element recited 
therein. 

Turning now to the merits of the claims, independent claim 1 is rejected as being 
anticipated by the Koehler reference. This rejection is respectfully traversed. Claim 1 
recites that a first fiber optic line included in a first assembly is operatively connected to 
a second fiber optic line connected in a second assembly, after the first and second 
assemblies are installed in a wellbore. 

In contrast, Koehler describes assembling a conduit downhole by connecting 
sections of the conduit to each other, and then installing a single continuous fiber optic 
line in the assembled conduit. This is completely different from the invention as recited 
in claim 1, wherein separate fiber optic lines are installed in a wellbore, and then the 
fiber optic lines are connected to each other. Therefore, since Koehler does not describe 
the invention recited in claim 1, the examiner is respectfully requested to withdraw the 
rejections of claim 1 and of the claims dependent therefrom. 

Independent claim 11 is rejected as being anticipated by the Barlow reference. 
This claim has been amended above to make it clear that the travel joint is longitudinally 
extendable and compressible, and that the travel joint is configured for interconnection 
in a tubular string. 

In contrast, Barlow does not describe a longitudinally extendable and 
compressible travel joint for interconnection in a tubular string, but instead describes a 
fiber optic connector. The examiner identifies the plug unit 12 of Barlow as being the 
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travel joint recited in claim 11. However, the plug unit 12 is not longitudinally 
extendable and compressible, and the plug unit of Barlow is not configured for 
interconnection in a tubular string. 

The examiner also states that since Barlow indicates that optical cables are 
commonly used in subsea oil and gas development (column 1, lines 10-13 of Barlow) that 
this implies that the described fiber optic connector could be used in a wellbore and in 
wellbore operations. However, Barlow does not actually contain any description of use 
of the fiber optic connector in a well or a wellbore. The use of an optical cable in a 
subsea environment is quite different from use of a fiber optic connector within a 
wellbore. 

Since Barlow does not describe the features of the invention now recited in claim 
11, the examiner is respectfully requested to withdraw the rejections of claim 11 and of 
the claims dependent therefrom. 

Regarding the obviousness rejection of independent claim 19, this rejection is 
respectfully traversed. The Wetzel reference does not describe the use of fiber optic 
connectors as recited in claim 19. Instead, the Wetzel paragraph 0055 referred to by the 
examiner in rejecting claim 19 refers to FIG. 16 which shows the provision of a path or 
passage in which to run control line 60. Thus, Wetzel does not describe the elements of 
the claim. 

As discussed above, the Koehler reference also does not describe the operative 
connection of multiple fiber optic lines downhole. As with Wetzel, Koehler instead 
describes a method of constructing a path or passage or conduit in which to install a 
fiber optic line. This is very different from, and teaches away from, the use of fiber optic 
connectors to connect multiple fiber optic lines downhole. 

Therefore, since neither Wetzel nor Koehler teaches the invention recited in claim 
19, and each of these references actually teaches away from the invention, the examiner 
is respectfully requested to withdraw the rejections of claim 19 and the claims 
dependent therefrom. 
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Regarding the obviousness rejection of claim 30, this rejection is respectfully 
traversed. Claim 30 recites that first and second fiber optic lines are operatively 
connected to each other in response to engagement between first and second assemblies 
in a wellbore. As discussed above, the Koehler reference does not describe operative 
connection between multiple fiber optic lines downhole. 

Instead, Koehler describes connection of multiple sections of a conduit downhole, 
and then installation of a fiber optic line in the conduit. In this way, Koehler teaches 
away from the use of fiber optic connectors to interconnect multiple fiber optic lines 
downhole. Therefore, since the elements of claim 30 are not taught or suggested by the 
cited references, the examiner is respectfully requested to withdraw the rejections of 
claim 30 and of the claims dependent therefrom. 

The Koehler reference is used in combination with various other references in 
making all of the obviousness rejections in the Office Action. However, since Koehler 
teaches away from the invention recited in all of these rejected claims, a prima facie 
case of obviousness has not been made out. If one wishes to extend a fiber optic line a 
substantial distance in a well, one might construct a conduit out of multiple sections and 
then install a continuous fiber optic line through the conduit, or one might install 
separate sections of fiber optic line and then connect the sections of line to each other in 
the well. 

By teaching the former method (use of a continuous fiber optic line installed after 
constructing a conduit in the well), Koehler teaches away from connecting multiple fiber 
optic lines to each other in the well. Thus, a prima facie case of obviousness has not 
been made out in these obviousness rejections. 

In view of the foregoing amendment and remarks, all of the claims pending in 
this application are now seen to be in a condition for allowance. A Notice of Allowance 
of claims 1-39 is therefore earnestly solicited. 
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The examiner is hereby requested to telephone the undersigned attorney of 
record at (972) 516-0030 if such would expedite the prosecution of the application. 

Respectfully submitted, 
KONNEKER & SMITH, P.C. 



660 North Central Expressway 
Suite 230 

Piano, Texas 75074 
(972) 516-0030 



I hereby certify that this correspondence is being 
deposited with the United States Postal Service as 
first class mail in an envelope addressed to: 
Commissioner for Patents, P.O. Box 1450, 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450, 




Marlin R. Smith 
Attorney for Applicants 
Registration No. 38,310 
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